LAND USE BOARD MINUTES
December 1, 2010

The Tewksbury Township Land Use Board met in a regularly scheduled meeting on the above date in the Municipal Meeting Hall, 60 Water Street, Mountainville, New Jersey.  The meeting was called to order at 7:31 p.m.

Present: Blake Johnstone, Mary Elizabeth Baird, Shaun Van Doren, Dana Desiderio, Bruce Mackie, Shirley Czajkowski, Michael Moriarty, Ed Kerwin arrived at 8:24 p.m., Arnold Shapack, Alt. #1, Eric Metzler #2, and Ed D’Armiento, Alt. #4.

Also present:  Daniel Bernstein, Land Use Board Attorney, William Burr, Land Use Board Engineer, Frank Banisch, Township Planner and Randall Benson, Zoning Officer. 

Absent:  Elizabeth Devlin and Tom Dillon, Alt. #3.
There were approximately eight (8) people in the audience.

OPEN PUBLIC MEETING ACT STATEMENT

Mr. Johnstone opened the meeting by announcing that adequate notice of the meeting had been provided by posting a copy thereof on the Police/Administration Building bulletin board, faxing a copy to the Hunterdon Review and the Hunterdon County Democrat, and filing with the Municipal Clerk, all on January 7, 2010.

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

Those present stood and pledged allegiance to the American flag.
CLAIMS

Mr. Johnstone asked the Board if there were any questions or comments regarding the following claims to which the response was negative.  Mrs. Baird made a motion to approve the claims listed below and Ms. Desiderio seconded the motion.  The motion carried by the following roll call vote:

1. Bernstein & Hoffman – Attendance at November 17, 2010 LUB meeting – invoice dated November 17, 2010 ($300.00)

2. Bernstein & Hoffman – Land Use Board Escrow - Johnson (B23, L2), invoice dated November 17, 2010 ($2,347.50)

3. Bernstein & Hoffman – Land Use Board Escrow - Johnson (B23, L20), invoice dated November 17, 2010 ($1,582.50)

4. Bernstein & Hoffman – Land Use Board Escrow - Johnson (B23, L36), invoice dated November 17, 2010 ($1,545.00)

5. Bernstein & Hoffman – Land Use Board Escrow - Johnson (B23, L4), invoice dated November 17, 2010 ($225.00)

6. Bernstein & Hoffman – Land Use Board Escrow – Wister (B42, L8 & 27), invoice dated November 15, 2010 ($75.00)

7. Maser Consulting – Land Use Board General Land Use Work, invoice #154324 ($162.50)

8. Maser Consulting – Land Use Board Escrow – Wister (B42, L8 & 27), invoice #154334 ($910.00)

9. Maser Consulting – Land Use Board Escrow – Sblendorio (B45, L 41), invoice #154329 ($1,495.00)

10. Maser Consulting – Land Use Board Escrow – Prouty (B39, L5), invoice #154328 ($65.00)

11. Maser Consulting – Land Use Board Escrow – Goss (B42, L9.04), invoice #154327 ($1,137.50)

12. Maser Consulting – Land Use Board Escrow – Vilenchik (B12, L32), invoice #154325 ($260.00)

13. Maser Consulting – Land Use Board Escrow – Oldwick Animal Hospital (B45, L28), invoice #154326 ($162.50)

14. Maser Consulting – Land Use Board Escrow – Wood (B10, L5.07), invoice #154335 ($325.00)

15. Maser Consulting – Land Use Board Escrow – Johnson (B23, L 2), invoice #154333 ($1885.00)

16. Maser Consulting – Land Use Board Escrow – Johnson (B23, L 4), invoice #154331 ($3,152.50)

17. Maser Consulting – Land Use Board Escrow – Johnson (B23, L 36), invoice #154332 ($2,600.00)

18. Maser Consulting – Land Use Board Escrow – Johnson (B23, L 20), invoice #154330 ($650.00)

19. Suburban Consulting Engineers – Land Use Board Inspection – Sblendorio (B45, L41), invoice #15183 ($937.64)

20. Suburban Consulting Engineers – Land Use Board Escrows – Johnson (B23, L2, 4, 20 & 36), invoice #15180 ($4,028.25)

21. Suburban Consulting Engineers – Land Use Board Inspection – Pottersville WWTP (B24, L17.01), invoice #15198 ($615.00)

22. Banisch Associates, Inc. – Land Use Board Professional Services, invoice #P10-17776 ($71.00)

23. Banisch Associates, Inc. – Land Use Board Escrow – Johnson (B23, L20), invoice #P10-17775 ($113.60)

24. Banisch Associates, Inc. – Land Use Board Escrow – Johnson (B23, L36), invoice #P10-17774 ($724.20)

25. Banisch Associates, Inc. – Land Use Board Escrow – Johnson (B23, L4), invoice #P10-17773 ($525.40)

26. Banisch Associates, Inc. – Land Use Board Escrow – Johnson (B23, L2), invoice #P10-17772 ($340.80)

27. Banisch Associates, Inc. – Land Use Board Escrow – Pottersville WWTP (B24, L17.01), invoice #P10-17771 ($99.40)

28. Banisch Associates, Inc. – Land Use Board Escrow – Oldwick Animal Hospital (B45, L28), invoice #P10-17770 ($56.80)

Ayes:
Mr. Johnstone, Mrs. Baird, Mr. Van Doren, Ms. Desiderio, Mr. Mackie, Mrs. Czajkowski, Mr. Moriarty, Mr. Shapack, Mr. Metzler and Mr. D’Armiento.

Nays:
None

CORRESPONDENCE

A motion was made by Mrs. Baird and seconded by Mr. Van Doren acknowledging receipt of the following items of correspondence.  All were in favor.  

1. An e-mail dated Nov. 16, 2010 from Roberta Brassard, Board of Health Secretary responding to the issue related to dumpsters.

2. A letter dated November 29, 2010 from William Burr re: A.M. Best Company, Inc. Amended Preliminary and Final Major Site Plan and Variances, Appl. No. 10-11, Block 46, Lots 2.01, 5 & 6.

3. A letter dated November 24, 2010 from Frank Banisch re:  A.M. Best Company, Inc. Preliminary and Final Major Site Plan and Variance, Appl. No. 10-11, Block 46, Lots 2.01, 5 & 6.

Minutes

· October 20, 2010
Mr. Van Doren made a motion to approve the October 20, 2010 minutes with a correction on page six (6) (it should read Mrs. Czajkowski not “Mr.”).  Mrs. Baird seconded the motion.  All were in favor.  Mr. Mackie and Ms. Desiderio abstained.
Ordinance Report

There were no ordinances to report on.  

Public Participation

Mr. Johnstone asked the public if there were any questions or comments regarding anything not on the agenda.  There being no questions or comments, Mr. Johnstone closed the public portion of the meeting.
Master Plan Consistency Review

· Ordinance No.’s 08-2010, 09-2010, 10-2010, 11-2010 and 12-2010
Ordinance No. 08-2010
Mr. Van Doren explained that Ordinance 08-2010 is an amendment to Section 726.a.10 of the DRO specifically regarding additional accessory use provisions; a section has been added to make it clear that no structure or accessory use may be permitted in any front, side or rear yard of the property.  

Mrs. Baird made a motion to find Ordinance 08-2010 not inconsistent with the Master Plan.  Ms. Desiderio seconded the motion.  The motion carried by the following roll call vote:

Ayes:  
Mr. Johnstone, Mrs. Baird, Mr. Van Doren, Ms. Desiderio, Mr. Mackie, Mrs. Czajkowski, Mr. Moriarty, Mr. Shapack, Mr. Metzler and Mr. D’Armiento.

Nays:
None

Ordinance No. 09-2010

Mr. Van Doren explained that Ordinance No. 09-2010 is an amendment to Article 3, Section 301 of the DRO to include a new definition of accessory dwelling, structure or use.  The previous definition was ambiguous.  This ordinance also clarifies the definition of Personal/Private, Recreation Facility or Athletic Facility or Activity.  

Mrs. Baird made a motion to find Ordinance No. 09-2010 not inconsistent with the Master Plan.  Ms. Desiderio seconded the motion.  The motion carried by the following roll call vote:

Ayes:  
Mr. Johnstone, Mrs. Baird, Mr. Van Doren, Ms. Desiderio, Mr. Mackie, Mrs. Czajkowski, Mr. Moriarty, Mr. Shapack, Mr. Metzler and Mr. D’Armiento.

Nays:
None

Ordinance No. 10-2010

Mr. Van Doren explained that Ordinance No. 10-2010 is an amendment to Article 4, Section 4.11 c.2 and c.3 of the DRO pertaining to public notice of a hearing; it provides clarification that a signature is required as a receipt of the public hearing notice.
Mrs. Baird made a motion to find Ordinance No. 10-2010 not inconsistent with the Master Plan.  Ms. Desiderio seconded the motion.  The motion carried by the following roll call vote:

Ayes:  
Mr. Johnstone, Mrs. Baird, Mr. Van Doren, Ms. Desiderio, Mr. Mackie, Mrs. Czajkowski, Mr. Moriarty, Mr. Shapack, Mr. Metzler and Mr. D’Armiento.

Nays:
None

Ordinance No. 11-2010
Mr. Van Doren explained that Ordinance No. 11-2010 is an amendment to the DRO revising and supplementing Article 7 with regard to establishing setback requirements for certain accessory uses; the current language was ambiguous.  
Mr. Mackie questioned why some structures (barns, tennis courts, etc.) were excluded.  Mr. Benson explained that the structures specifically excluded are covered in another section of the DRO.  

Mrs. Baird made a motion to find Ordinance No. 11-2010 not inconsistent with the Master Plan.  Ms. Desiderio seconded the motion.  The motion carried by the following roll call vote:

Ayes:  
Mr. Johnstone, Mrs. Baird, Mr. Van Doren, Ms. Desiderio, Mr. Mackie, Mrs. Czajkowski, Mr. Moriarty, Mr. Shapack, Mr. Metzler and Mr. D’Armiento.

Nays:
None

Ordinance No. 12-2010
Mr. Van Doren explained that Ordinance No. 12-2010 enacts a new Article 12 in the DRO regarding affordable housing and collection of affordable housing fees and is required as part of the substantive certification that was applied for several months ago.  

Mrs. Baird made a motion to find Ordinance No. 12-2010 not inconsistent with the Master Plan.  Ms. Desiderio seconded the motion.  The motion carried by the following roll call vote:

Ayes:  
Mr. Johnstone, Mrs. Baird, Mr. Van Doren, Ms. Desiderio, Mr. Mackie, Mrs. Czajkowski, Mr. Moriarty, Mr. Shapack, Mr. Metzler and Mr. D’Armiento.

Nays:
None

Master Plan Draft Re-Examination Report

· Public Hearing and Adoption

Mr. Johnstone noted for the record that multiple meetings were held to review the draft 2010 Master Plan Re-Examination Report.  

Mr. Johnstone opened the meeting up to the public for questions or comments on the draft Master Plan Re-examination report.  There being no questions or comments, Mr. Johnstone closed the hearing to the public and asked Board members if they had questions or comments.
Mrs. Baird had a minor correction to page 1.  Mr. Banisch agreed to make the correction.    

Mr. Mackie had a minor correction to page 24, under No. 5 “see notes” but none exist.  Mr. Banisch agreed to make the correction.

Mr. Johnstone thanked Mr. Banisch and his staff for the hard work put into the drafting of the report.  He expressed that he is particularly pleased with the language for the properties south of 78; the language has left the Township the flexibility that is critical for future town fathers.  Mr. Johnstone thanked Mr. Van Doren for his contribution by providing a history of the zoning south of 78.

Mrs. Baird made a motion to adopt the 2010 Periodic Re-examination Report of the Master Plan as presented with the corrections that were voiced.  Mr. Mackie seconded the motion.  The motion carried by the following roll call vote:

Ayes:  
Mrs. Baird, Mr. Van Doren, Ms. Desiderio, Mr. Mackie, Mrs. Czajkowski, Mr. Moriarty, Mr. Shapack, Mr. Metzler, Mr. D’Armiento and Mr. Johnstone  

Nays:
None

Public Hearing 

· A.M. Best Company

Application No. 10-11

Block 46, Lots 2.01, 5 & 6

Preliminary/Final Major Site Plan and Variance 

Mr. James L. Lott, Jr., attorney on behalf of A.M. Best was present.  Mr. Lott explained that the applicant is before the Land Use Board seeking Preliminary and Final Site Plan approval for a series of parking lot improvements at its existing corporate office campus.  
Mr. Lott introduced the applicant’s engineer, Mr. Robert Streker, Bohler Engineer, 35 Technology Drive, Warren NJ.  Mr. Streker was sworn in by Mr. Bernstein.  Mr. Streker explained that he is a licensed professional engineer in New Jersey and New York and a 1997 graduate of Stevens Institute of Technology in Hoboken where he received is engineering degree.  Since that time he has worked a civil engineer doing site development.  He has never testified in front of the Tewksbury boards but has been qualified in over 50 municipalities in New Jersey.  Mr. Streker was recognized by the Board as a professional.  

Mr. Streker marked the plan submitted to the Board as Exhibit A-1, dated revised November 24, 2010.   An aerial photograph of the subject property was marked as Exhibit A-2 “Aerial Exhibit” dated November 30, 2010.  An aerial photograph (the same as Exhibit A-2) with site photographs was marked as Exhibit A-3.  Colorized version of the overall site plan was marked as Exhibit A-4.  
Mr. Steker indicated that he is familiar with the township DRO, has visited the A.M. Best site and is familiar with the existing conditions and surrounding areas.  Mr. Mackie noted that the plans that the Board received are dated November 16, 2010 not November 24, 2010 as Mr. Streker indicated.  Mr. Streker explained that there was a revision made recently to conform to the County approval (removal of a notation that lots would be merged).  
Mr. Streker provided the following testimony:  The site is located in the northwest corner of Routes 78 and 523.  The structures consist of two (2) primary office buildings with a central tower that connects the two (2) buildings; the parking field is located east of the building.  A long driveway takes employees and visitors from the parking field to Oldwick Road.  There are a total of 77 acres however only 25 acres of the property is developed.  To the north is the R 1.5 District, to the south is Route 78 and to the east is a lot owned by the County and the lumber company.  All together there is 243,544 sq. ft. of office space on the property and 536 parking spaces have been constructed.  There was an approval previously for an additional 312 banked parking spaces on the property, all together 848 parking spaces are required based on the square footage of the building; currently the facility is under-parked but that was part of the variance that was granted previously.  The property that remains undeveloped consists largely of wetland areas and associated buffers.  There is a stream in the rear of the property that has several tributaries associated with it.  The wooded area to the north of the driveway is heavily wooded with a pocket of wetlands.  None of what the applicant proposes disturbs any of the wooded area to the north or west.  In general the applicant is seeking to do 3 things, 1) make minor modifications within the primary parking field, 2) re-work the interchange at the front of the building and 3) ease the geometry on the main driveway; there is a sharp turn just before the roadway enters the parking field.  

Referring to Exhibit A-3, Mr. Streker explained that photographs 1 through 7 show areas in the parking field where the applicant is proposing to provide new parking; they are landscaped islands that are underutilized so the applicant is proposing to provide an additional 13 spaces.  The landscaped islands are proposed to be used for limousine parking; there are conferences held on the property and clients arrive in limousines.  The proposal is to extend the parking stalls that exist into the landscape island. Mr. Streker noted that there are no changes within the business operations; the changes are to improve existing conditions.  The row of parking stalls that are most distant from the front doors (in the southeast section) will be expended from 8.5 foot stalls to 9.5 foot to make it easier to utilize the stalls; these stalls will be restriped so 10 parking spaces will be lost.  With the 13 new stalls added and the loss of 10 there will be a net gain of 3 parking spaces.  The applicant is also proposing to mill and overlay the parking lot to upgrade the pavement.  There are several inlets within the parking lot from the original buildings; those inlets are at the end of their lifespan and need to be replaced so the applicant will replace those at this time.  
Mr. Streker referred to photograph 8 which shows the sharp curve in the driveway and explained that by softening the curve it will move the asphalt 12 feet further into the wooded area; the grading associated with that would impact 6 trees (14 trees are proposed elsewhere on the property).  In order to do that the steep slope ordinance is slightly exceeded; there are 2 places where the embankment adjacent to the road is steep.  However, the improvement to sight distance is much more significant than the disturbance to the manmade embankment.  When asked if the variance is justified because it would provide a better sight line for traffic, Mr. Streker responded in the positive.  He went on to explain that the Township ordinance requires 9 trees to be re-established for the removal of the 6 trees however the applicant is proposing 14 replacement trees.  The last alteration will be the elimination of the ramp driveway that currently exists at the intersection of the primary parking field.  Referring to Exhibit A-4, Mr. Streker explained that the proposal is to eliminate the ramp driveway and make a traditional 4 way intersection.  The new driveway will traverse the man made berm; a total of 2,187 sq. ft. of steep slope area on the 77 acre complex.  
In addressing comments raised in the letter from William Burr, Mr. Streker explained that two (2) existing light poles are being relocated to another area approximately 15 feet from their current location.  The internal A.M. Best sign will be moved approximately 10 feet so it clears the proposed driveway.  The 14 proposed trees will be planted where the ramp is currently located and around the internal A.M. Best sign. 
When asked what stormwater impacts there will be, Mr. Streker noted that there will be a net increase of impervious on the property of less than ¼ acre (9,210 sq. ft. of new asphalt).  Because there is over an acre of disturbance the project qualifies as a major application.  The disturbance and impervious is spread out over the parking field; it’s not a concentrated flow.  Mr. Streker explained that the initial proposal was no additional stormwater measures other than conveying it to the wet pond and detention basin that currently exist.  However, after discussions with Mr. Burr the proposal would be to provide stormwater retention within the piping system that is being reconstructed due to the maintenance change of the driveway; two (2) fifteen inch pipes adjacent to one another with control structure on one end are proposed.  Also, infiltration testing revealed that less than .2 inches per hour infiltrates; most of the soils are clay and so there is no natural recharge.  As a result, A.M. Best proposes to create a swale with rip rap in the new grass area to allow some water to infiltrate.  The existing grates in the parking lot will be replaced and the asphalt pad near the existing wet pond, which is used by the fire department, will be well maintained and the vegetation growing in the pond will be maintained to the satisfaction of the fire department.  
Mr. Burr noted that the issue in his report was related to storm water management and the applicant has now addressed those requirements.  Mr. Burr noted other minor plan revisions are necessary and asked if the applicant would agree to those to which Mr. Streker agreed to the modifications.  

Mr. Bernstein asked how many of the new spaces would be designed for limousines.  Mr. Streker explained that none of the new spaces will be for limousines but there will be 10 limousine spaces and a reduction of 7 regular spaces.  The pavement will be marked to designate the limousine spaces.  When asked if there will be new signage, Mr. Streker explained that they are all traffic regulatory signs with the largest being 30”x30” for a Do Not Enter sign.  
Mr. Mackie asked why only a portion of the ramp is being removed.  Mr. Streker explained that the roadway loops around and ultimately serves the loading area of the northern most office tower.  Likewise, there is a similar roadway moving from the south and west to serve the loading area for the other office tower.  He went on to explain that it will be connected to create a four way intersection.  

Mr. Van Doren asked why this work is being done.  Mr. Streker explained that the geometry of the ramp is troublesome; it’s pitched the wrong way.  The parking lot and inlets are approaching the end of their lifespan and need to be repaired so the opinion was to eliminate some trouble spots while performing the necessary maintenance on the parking field and inlets.  When asked the kind of trees to be removed and what they will be replaced with, Mr. Streker explained that 6 walnut trees would be eliminated and they will be replaced with maple and elm trees.  When asked how visitors are deterred from parking near the front of the building, Mr. Streker explained that there is security at the front of the building that would control illegal parking along with video security.  
Mr. Moriarty asked about the current drainage system to which Mr. Streker explained that it drains into the wet pond or one of the two (2) detention pond.  When asked if the ponds are permeable, Mr. Streker responded in the positive and explained that they are grass bottoms (no liner).  When asked when the ramp road was designed and constructed, Mr. Streker reported 1973.  When asked if it will be a four (4) way stop intersection, Mr. Streker reported that it will be a two (2) way stop. 

Mrs. Baird asked if the ponds are retention or detention to which Mr. Streker responded that the ponds are detention.

Mr. Shapack asked about the milling overlay operation.  Mr. Streker explained that a milling machine is brought in and removes approx. an inch and a half of asphalt.  The process takes up the wearing course of the asphalt that is damaged so that it can be replaced with a new asphalt topping.  

Mr. Metzler asked if the opposite side of the cart way would be softened at the sharp turn, noting that the cart way will be approx. 10 foot wider.  Mr. Streker indicated that there wasn’t a plan to remove it; the extra asphalt provides a larger area for larger vehicles or emergency vehicles.  The applicant agreed to remove the asphalt if the Board felt it was necessary.

Mr. Van Doren asked about the parking stalls as it relates to the number of employees.  Mr. Streker explained that they are not at peak capacity but did note that during conferences the parking lot is almost at capacity.  

Mr. Mackie questioned why the trees being removed were not being replaced with like trees.  Mr. Streker noted that the type of replacement trees are dictated by the location, sunlight and soil conditions.
Mr. Moriarty questioned the lots involved in the application to which Mr. Streker explained that 77 acres are owned by A.M. Best which is made up of several different lots.  When asked about how the impervious coverage was calculated, Mr. Streker explained that all of the lots were used to calculate the coverage.  Mr. Bernstein asked why the lots were not being merged, noting that because this application is based on all of the lots an individual lot could not be conveyed separately without returning to the Board.  Mr. Lott didn’t feel that merging the lots would be necessary but agreed with Mr. Bernstein that the lots could not be conveyed separately without the applicant returning to the Board.  Mr. Bernstein noted that the applicant would not need to return to the Board to merge the lots but would need to return if a lot is conveyed.  

Mr. Benson asked if the impervious coverage was based on Lot 6 or all three lots to which Mr. Streker responded by saying all three (3) lots. 
Mr. Kerwin asked about the zoning of all three (3) lots.  Mr. Streker explained that they are all zoned Research Office/Mixed Use. 

Mr. Johnstone opened the meeting up to the public for questions.
Wilma Frey, Water Street, asked about the infiltration rate and asked if the applicant considered pervious pavement for the area to be paved.  Mr. Streker explained that the amount of recharge is minimal.  He also noted that he would not recommend pervious pavement because of the salt and sand that is applied in the winter.  

Tom Stransky, School House Lane, asked if there is a loss of tax revenue to the Township due to the demolishment of the house.  Mr. Johnstone suggested that Mr. Stransky consult the Tax Assessor.  

There being no further questions from the public, Mr. Johnstone closed the public hearing.

Mr. Mackie found the proposed rip rap unattractive and wasn’t clear on the benefit.  He suggested another type of application (grass or water tolerant plants).  Mr. Johnstone asked Mr. Burr and Mr. Banisch opined that grass or water tolerant plantings would yield the impact and would be easier to maintain as long as there are no slope issues.  Mr. Streker agreed to redesign the swale to make it a gentler slope.  Mr. Johnstone asked Mr. Streker and Mr. Burr to look at it and come up with a design that does not use rip rap if possible.  

Mr. Banisch asked if the design speed on the internal roadway will change to which Mr. Streker responded in the negative.  

Mr. Johnstone opened the meeting up to the public and Board members for statements.  There being none, Mr. Johnstone closed the hearing.

Mr. Bernstein noted the following conditions:  a) Mr. Burr and Mr. Banisch’s reports, b) the requirements of the County approval, c) if any of the lots are conveyed separately the applicant would have to return to the LUB for a subdivision, d) the swale would be a grass area rather than rip rap.

Mr. Van Doren made a motion to approve Application No. 10-11.  The motion was seconded by Ms. Desiderio.  The motion carried by the following roll call vote:

Ayes:
Mrs. Baird, Mr. Van Doren, Ms. Desiderio, Mr. Mackie, Mrs. Czajkowski, Mr. Moriarty, Mr. Shapack, Mr. Metzler, Mr. D’Armiento and Mr. Johnstone

Nays:
None

Abstentions:
Mr. Kerwin

MISCELLANEOUS DISCUSSION

Mr. Johnstone asked Mr. Banisch to have the TDR study available for the December 15, 2010 to which Mr. Banisch agreed.  
Mr. Van Doren asked if the comments to the Highlands Council will be prepared for the December 24, 2010 deadline to which Mr. Banisch responded in the positive.  
Mr. Johnstone asked the Board to think about alternative energy issues and be prepared to discuss them in 2011.  He also asked that staff continue to pursue a meeting with Mark Warner of Sun Farm Network.  Ultimately the goal is to make recommendations to the Township Committee.  Mr. Banisch agreed to provide the Board with copies of alternative energy ordinances that his staff has worked on.  Mr. Johnstone asked Mr. Benson to contact Washington Township, Morris County to obtain a copy of their Ridgeline Ordinance. 

Mr. Van Doren encouraged the Board to pursue regulations about tear downs.  Mr. Banisch reminded the Board about the language in the newly adopted Master Plan Re-examination; he suggested pursuing the issue as a follow up to the re-examination report.
ADJOURNMENT

There being no further business, the meeting adjourned at 9:17 p.m. by motion of Mr. Moriarty and seconded by Mrs. Czajkowski.  All were in favor.

Respectfully submitted,

Shana L. Goodchild

Land Use Administrator
1

